Minutes
Thirty-fifth Faculty Senate
3:15

October 1, 2008

Shared Conference Room

Administration Building

Dr. Doug Sudhoff, President
Dr. Max Fridell, President-elect
Dr. Lauren Leach-Steffens, Secretary

Members present: Sudhoff, Leach-Steffens, Zweifel, Fridell, Thornsberry; Foley; Weiss; Vetter; Rohs; Wanorie; Rytting; Muhsam; Nance; D. Richardson; Johnson; W. Richardson; Petefish-Schrag; Hendrix; Spradling; Roush; Hesse
Guests: Abby Freeman
I. Approval of September 2008 Minutes.  These need to be found.
II. Approval of Agenda. Hendrix moved to approve; Rytting seconded.  Hendrix asked about Psych/Soc proposal 208-08-01.  This was added to the agenda; agenda approved unanimously with changes.
III. Reports:

A.
Provost. – Report delivered by Sudhoff.
1.
FY 2010 Budget Update. – CBHE will recommend a 7.2% increase in core budget; $3.1 million in upkeep and maintenance; a $524,000 RN-BSN allocation; $19 million for new academic building with funding source unknown.


2.
Q & A. – None.

B.
Support Staff Council (Danny Smith). – No report
C.
Student Senate (Abby Freeman).Voter registration for students on campus; homecoming coming soon.  Muhsam asked if she would be here for the whole meeting; has a question for Abby pertaining to the overall budget.  

D.
Committees.



1.
Academic Appeals (Carol Spradling).



a.
Met once – check email.
b.
Revised student appeals form was shared with senators.  Senators were instructed to note the changes – students are asked to explicitly state the nature of the challenge, and asked to secure signatures from advisor and department chair.  Faculty are requested to more actively advise the student as to whether the proper documentation is present and adequate for the case to go forward.
c.
Departmental academic integrity documents – Academic integrity documents from CSIS and Psych/Soc were distributed as examples of academic integrity documents that students must read and sign.  These documents have been judged by University Counsel Joe Cornelison to strengthen cases against students who try to challenge a claim of academic dishonesty.  Spradling also encourages departments to represent themselves at the meeting when an academic dishonesty charge is heard.  Weiss asked if there were fewer incidences of dishonesty with these contracts.  Spradling said that there have not been fewer cases of dishonesty with these contracts, but may have a better idea of what cheating is. Hendrix stated that fewer students argue that they didn’t know something was cheating since the documents have been instituted. Nance asked if, when there’s a case of academic dishonesty, the departments are notified.  Spradling said she contacts the department chair; sometimes they come, sometimes they don’t.  Sudhoff asked Abby Freeman for thoughts on the student perspective.  Freeman said she’s signed these without reading them, and it’s a good thing to go through these in class.  Sudhoff asked if it would be worthwhile to either have the committee inform chairs or allow senators to discuss with departments.  Senators agreed that it would be preferable for senators to share with departments.  Sudhoff asked each senator to introduce the academic dishonesty document to their faculty at their next department meeting.  Hendrix made a disclaimer, stating that Doug Dunham was instrumental in her department’s statement.


2.
Admissions and Advanced Standing (Michelle Nance).
a.
Committee met yesterday; 26 petitions were heard; all were approved.
b.
Excess credit petitions – Sixteen of 26 petitions were excess credit hours for which students were already enrolled.  These petitions need to be filed sooner.  Nowhere does it say Admissions and Advanced Standing are charged for excess credit, nor are votes of the committee counted on the form.  Changes need to be made to petition or to the Student Handbook to exclude excess credit taken before the petition is approved.  Roush thought that if the advisor approved it, the petition is approved.  There appears to be nothing in writing that says Admissions and Advanced Standing needs to approve them.  The Registrar’s office brings these to the committee.  Foley asked why the committee has to hear them if the advisor approves them.  Again, there is nothing written that requires the committee approve them.  Zweifel asked if there was any recourse if a chair or advisor denied the request.  Nance said this is not known.  Rytting stated that there is a recourse if the advisor does not approve – the chair can approve.  Thornsberry stated that some students apply in March, but GPA drops later.  Foley and others agreed it should only go to the committee if the advisor and/or chair denies the petition.  Sudhoff suggested a time limit if this happens, and charged the committee to look at this.  Zweifel stated that a faculty senate proposal is needed to change the policy.


3.
Curriculum and Degree Requirements (Renee Rohs).
a.
Three submissions related to degree requirements; all were approved.  Representatives were appointed to e-Reader team and the One-time course requirements committee.   




4.
Assessment (Nancy Foley).
a. Assessment has met – IR.  Last meeting – assessment members took the Intercultural Developmental Inventory to learn intercultural development.  ITLC met; $32,400 in the budget – reviewing 6 proposals requesting over $24,000.  All were tentatively approved.


5.
Budget, Planning and Development (Armin Muhsam).
a. Met once since last senate meeting – the meeting was an overview of the budget by Ray Courter; he painted a bleak outlook of the budget.  Because we get less money from the state, there is less money for repair and maintenance.  This plus tuition caps equals less money. Northwest has received smaller raises in allocation over the last several years.  Missouri ranks 5th from the bottom in capital expenditures for higher education; we are operating at 1993 levels (adjusting for inflation).  Courter asked, “Where is Northwest going to get its money?”

b.  Muhsam asked how Student Senate gets students to accept credit hour surcharges to help renovate buildings.  This was done as a process with a committee working with Ray Courter, then voted in Senate.  Muhsam asked if there was a general student sentiment – Freeman felt that some students may oppose it, but the senate was in support of it because it helped renovate Valk.  She felt that raising this again may not be a good move.  Muhsam stated that this is probably in the cards in the future.  Rohs asked if there was a time limit (beginning and end point) for the Valk fee – Freeman believed there was, but did not know the details.  The fee appears to be continuous, but not specifically earmarked for Valk.  Rytting commented that students probably look at the whole tuition and not individual line items.  Sudhoff asked if would like Courter to meet with the Senate.  W. Richardson thinks this would be a good thing so we know where everything stands.  Muhsam points out that Courter’s discussion will take at least one hour.  Hesse asked if it should be a university-wide meeting at the beginning of the semester.  Many senators agreed this would be a good time for it.  Wanorie asked about REEP – did Provost not talk to VP of Finance?  Sudhoff said that people weren’t anticipating the financial meltdown when REEP was instituted.  Rohs pointed out that the $4 million cost for the academic building and REEP went hand-in-hand until it went through the cabinet, whereas the building became a $19 million building out by the Center for Excellence…she wondered what input we’d have.  Rytting asked about the discrepancy between Kichoon’s numbers and the facts from Courter.  When does the legislature decide?  Zweifel pointed out there was a new funding formula starting 2009-10 fiscal year.  Spradling said that there are two different budgets – instruction and capital is two different budgets, and we rarely get money from the state for capital improvement.  Capital improvement is done through bond floating.  Muhsam pointed out that the money from the state goes first to salaries.  Sudhoff asked if we would like the deans to allow Ray Courter to talk during faculty development days.  The sense of the senate was that this would be a good idea.  

c. The Matrix subcommittee will meet soon with Doug Dunham.  


6.
Faculty Welfare (Tom Zweifel).
a. Committee met twice since last meeting.  Subcommittees were set up; an information source on health care benefits will be followed by a survey (early next term).  Another subcommittee sets up faculty learning symposia; other committees are faculty workload/REEP and faculty satisfaction survey.  One more project is on the three-year textbook policy.  

b. Wanorie asked about the textbook plan – he noted that the University provides computers to students.  He wonders if providing computers for students saves the university any money or is a wise investment.  Roush believed the thinking was that, because we are the “Electronic Campus”, we do the computer provision to keep up our status.  Wanorie asked Freeman what the students think about the computers.  She stated that the computers are a great selling point; all students use the computer and it does benefit students.  Wanorie’s concern is that student software sometimes upgrades before faculty software does and there are long periods of time where students and faculty don’t have compatibility.  Sudhoff pointed out the issue appears to be the lack of faculty upgrades.  The Technology committee appears to be the appropriate committee for handling this issue. Spradling pointed out that all faculty received instruction for getting the latest version of programs.

E.
Level III Committees – One-time course offering has met once; passed one proposal.
VI.
Old Business.

A.
Faculty Advisory Committee on Rank Update (Doug Sudhoff).
There is currently one person on the committee.  The Senate is supposed to address this issue; Deans have not responded with candidates for this committee.  Deans and chairs will be contacted with candidates.  Thornsberry and Nance pointed out there were zero volunteers for the committee.  Other senators pointed out there were no qualified personnel in their departments.  Rytting asked about the definition of professor – Sudhoff stated they must be full professors.

B.
Election of faculty representatives to presidential search committee.

1.
General discussion. Procedure for vote was explained – one representative from each college.  The first step is general discussion of thoughts of makeup of the representatives – what is important the committee reflect?  Then the candidates from each college will be discussed; then the vote can be done by college or as a whole.  Thornsberry and Nance both felt that we needed to vote one college at a time so that we send a variety of experience to the committee.  Roush stated that he wanted the candidates to assess whether the president is “too unilateral” or believes in shared governance.  Vetter wanted us to have diversity in gender.  Fridell stated we need someone to ask tough questions; Thornsberry said that maybe one candidate should be less tactful (“good cop, bad cop”). Foley suggested, however, that we need people who can ask tough questions with tact and collegiality.  Fridell added they should be able to allocate lots of time to the committee.  Nance pointed out that the final recommendation will be from the Board of Regents, so we need tact and collegiality.  Foley stated they needed to look at the university’s needs from a variety of perspectives (university-centric rather than department-centric or faculty-centric).  Vetter added “visionary” to the list of qualifications.  Rohs suggested good communication skills and pulling questions from the faculty as a whole.  Fridell reminded us that the Board of Regents believe faculty to be a bunch of “whiners”, and we don’t need someone to feed that perception.  Thornsberry added that there should be some diversity in terms of point in career.  Fridell added “multicultural mindset”.  


2.
Consideration of candidates by college (please see attached list of 




Candidates).



a.
Booth – Mike Wilson



b.
CAS. – Renee Rohs 



c.
CEHS – Carla Edwards


3.
Voting.
VII.
New Business.

A. Curriculum Proposals:

1. 208-44-33 – No challenge

2. 208-44-34 – Hendrix asked about the 3rd page; “Other proposals under consideration” – have these been approved?  Spradling – all have been approved by COTE.  – No challenge

Rohs noted concerns from Curriculum and Degree Requirements – as it’s a 500-level class, CDR asked for extra information and received it.  

3. 208-44-35 – No challenge

4. 208-08-01  Psych/Soc wants a special topics class that can be offered at any time.  Sudhoff stated this was proposed by Haberyan last Fall.  It is a 300-level class for 1-3 credit hours.  It has passed through CDR.  Roush moved to approve; Thornsberry seconded.  The motion passed unanimously.

B. Review of Constitution/By-Laws
(We may defer this discussion to the 
November meeting depending on length of meeting). Sudhoff asked senators to read constitution and by-laws before the November meeting.


1.
Recommendations for subcommittees.



2.
Chairs/volunteers for subcommittees.

VIII.
Adjournment.
